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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the application filed on 01 October 2004. 

2. Claims 1-13 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Priority 

3. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)- 
(d). The certified copy has been filed in parent Application No. KR 10-2002-0017709, 
filed on 01 April 2002. 

4. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 119(a)-(d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

5. The Information Disclosure Statement filed on 01 October 2004 has been considered. An 
initialed copy of the Form 1449 is enclosed herewith. 

Drawings 

6. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: 200, 210 and 
220. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply 
to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version 
of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
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corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Specification 



7. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on 
the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often 
used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The abstract 
should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether there is a 
need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

8. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the self-evident clause 
"Disclosed are...". Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

10. Claims 1-3, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Walker et 
al., U.S. 6,193,155 B1, (hereinafter Walker '155). 

Examiner's Note: The Examiner has pointed out particular references contained in the 
prior art of record within the body of this action for the convenience of the Applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
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may apply. Applicant, in preparing the response, should consider fully the entire 
reference as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the 
context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 
Claim V.- 
Walker '155 et al., as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o receiving a request for use of the gift certificate from a user of a credit 
card [column 3, lines 58-60; receiving a request to authorize redemption 
of a gift certificate for an identified value] through a communication 
network [see at least column, 3 lines 43-51: transmitting a request for 
authorization , including the certificate identifier, to a central 
server... terminal then receives an authorization code from the server...] ; 
o verifying whether the gift certificate is usable in response to the received 
request for use of the gift certificate [column 3, lines 66-67 to column 4, 
line 1: analyzing the account data to determine whether to authorize the 
redemption of the identified gift certificate]; 
o // it is determined that the gift certificate is usable, configuring the limit of 
the gift certificate in the credit card of the credit card user [Column 4, 
lines 4-6: updating the account data to reflect redemption of the identified 
gift certificate for the identified value]. 

Claim 2: 

Walker '155 et al., as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o receiving a request for use of the gift certificate from a user of a credit card 
[column 3, lines 58-60; receiving a request to authorize redemption of a gift 
certificate for an identified value] through a communication network [see at 
least column, 3 lines 43-51: transmitting a request for authorization , 
including the certificate identifier, to a central server... terminal then receives 
an authorization code from the server...]; 
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o verifying whether the gift certificate is usable in response to the received 
request for use of the gift certificate [See at least column 3, lines 66-67 to 
column 4, line 1: analyzing the account data to determine whether to 
authorize the redemption of the identified gift certificate]; 

o if it is determined that the gift certificate is usable, configuring the gift 
certificate balance in an account of the credit card user [See at least Figure 
5 items 502 and 506 and related text; and See at least column 7, lines 3-5: 
available credit line stores the amount of unused credit available...]. 



Claim 3: 

Walker '155, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o wherein the receiving step comprises the step of receiving information on the 
request for use of the gift certificate including a gift certificate authentication 
number [See at least column 4, lines 1-2: an authorization code] and credit 
card information of the credit card user [See at least figure 4: account 
identifier, original credit line, and available credit line and related text]. 



Claim 6: 

Walker '155, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o wherein the credit card is an account transaction card [See at least column 5, 
lines 10-12: a stored value card, or a magnetic stripe card having an alias 
account number stored thereon]. 



11. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Walker et al., U.S. 
6,330,544 B1 (hereinafter Walker '544).. 
Claim 10: 

Walker '544 et al., as shown, discloses the following limitations: 
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o a credit card gift certificate server for receiving a request for use of the credit 
card gift certificate from a user of a credit card, verifying whether the gift 
certificate is usable in response to the received request for use of the gift 
certificate, and configuring the limit of the gift certificate in the credit card of 
the credit card user if it is determined that the gift certificate is usable [See at 
least Figure 3 and related text combination of items 302, 304, 306, 308, 310. 
wherein the combination of RAM, ROM, a Clock, a CPU and a 
Communication port would constitute a server]; 

o a credit card company's server for managing credit card transactions [See at 
least combination of items 302, 304, 306, 308, 310. wherein the combination 
of RAM, ROM, a Clock, a CPU and a Communication port would constitute a 
server]; 

o a gift certificate issuing information storing means for storing information on 
issuance of the credit card gift certificate [See at least item 314, transaction 
database]; 

o a credit card information storing means for storing information on the credit 
card [See item 314, transaction database]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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13. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

14. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. 
6,193,155 B1) , (hereinafter Walker '155), in view of Loeb et al (U.S. 6,006,205). 

Claim 4: 

Walker '155, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claim 1. Walker 
'155 does not disclose determining whether the credit card of the user is usable. Loeb, 
however, in at least column 11, lines 38-41 discloses, "a test is performed by the credit 
card issuer to determine if the credit card is valid...." It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift certificate 
method with Loeb's verification step because it would aid in "reducing the likelihood that a 
consumer will call the retailer for customer service purposes" (Loeb, Column 2, lines 36- 
37). 

15. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al.(U.S. 
6,193,155 B1), (hereinafter Walker '155), in view of the Bookstore Manager Software 
Reference Manual Vs. 6.00 (hereinafter Reference Manual). 

Claim 5: 

Walker '155, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claims 1 and 2. 
Walker '155 does not disclose determining a payment amount to be paid by the user in 
consideration of the configured limit of the gift certificate. The reference manual, 
however, in at least page 7, bullet <F13> Gift Certificate, letter b discloses, "If the gift 
certificate is for less than the "Payment Amount" due on the current POS transaction, the 
remaining "Payment Amount" will be shown...". It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift certificate 
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method with the reference manual's payment amount determination step because it will 
minimize subtraction errors on behalf of the customer and help the transaction to be 
completed more efficiently. 

16. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. 
6,193,155 B1), (hereinafter Walker '155), in view of the Sunshine Support Services MMS 
Receipt Printer Example. 

Claim 7: 

Walker '155, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claim 1. Walker 
'155 does not disclose marking sales classification on a credit card sales slip in 
consideration of the limit of the gift certificate. The Receipt Printer Example, however, in 
at least the sample receipt illustrations discloses the sales classifications of Cash, Check, 
and MasterCard (credit card). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift certificate method with the Receipt 
Printer Example because it explicitly informs the customer how the payment amount was 
itemized among multiple payment methods. 

17. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al.(U.S. 
6,193,155 B1) , (hereinafter Walker '155), in view of the Bookstore Manager Software 
Reference Manual Vs. 6.00 (hereinafter Reference Manual). 

Claim 8: 

Walker '155, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claim 1. Walker 
'155 also discloses the following limitation: 

o updating the limit of the gift certificate (see at least column 4, lines 5-6). 
Walker '155 does not disclose the following limitation but the Reference Manual, 
however, as shown, does: 

o marking the updated limit of the gift certificate on a credit card sales slip 
upon approval of the credit card transactions(see at least page 7, bullet 
<F13> Gift Certificate, letter a), "... If there is a balance left on the gift 
certificate, it will be printed on the sales receipt." 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the credit card/gift certificate method and the updating limit step with the 
reference manual's marking the updated limit step because it will decrease the amount of 
declined gift certificate transactions due to informing the customer about the remaining 
balance of the gift certificate. 

18. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. 
6,193,155 B1) , (hereinafter Walker '155), in view of the Lamiell: ONLINE BILL-PAYING 
ON THE MENU FOR EARLY '98 CHASE MANHATTAN WILL BECOME FIRST U.S. 
BANK TO OFFER SERVICE . 

Claim 9: 

Walker '155, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claim 2. 
Walker '155 does not disclose payment account of the credit card user is one of a 
payment account for the credit card of the credit card user and other virtual accounts 
designated by the credit card user. Lamiell, however, in at least paragraphs 2 and 5 
discloses, "...Beginning early next year, Chase Manhattan Corp. will become the first 
U.S. bank to allow customers to look at and pay bills directly over the Internet... The 
service will first be marketed to Chase checking account holders who also have a Chase 
mortgage or credit card, and who bank online..." It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift certificate 
method with the Lamiell's online credit card bill payments because, "Customers ... won't 
have paper to deal with. They will be able to gain private access to their accounts, view 
their statements and pay them, all by using a personal computer... (Lamiell Abstract lines 
1-2)." 

19. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. 
(U.S. 6,330,544 B1), (hereinafter Walker '544), in view of Walker et al.(U.S. 6.193,155 
B1) , (hereinafter Walker '155). 

Claim 11: 
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Walker '544, as shown in the rejection, discloses the limitations of claim 10. 
Walker '544 does not disclose the following limitations but Walker '155 however, as 
shown discloses: 

o a gift certificate authentication number [see at least column 4, lines 1-2: an 
authorization code] 

o credit card information [See at least figure 4, items 402 and 404: account 
identifier, original credit line, and available credit line] of the credit card user 
are received upon receipt of the request for use of the gift certificate. 
It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the credit card/gift certificate system with Walker '155's authentication number 
and credit card information because it would "facilitate commerce with preventing fraud 
(Walker '155, Column 1 , lines 33-34). " 
20. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al 
(U.S.6, 330,544 B1) , (hereinafter Walker '544), in view of the Bookstore Manager 
Software Reference Manual Vs. 6.00 (hereinafter Reference Manual). 
Claim 12: 

Walker '544, as shown in the rejections, discloses the limitations of claim 10. Walker 
'544 does not disclose determines a payment amount to be paid by the user in 
consideration of the established limit of the gift certificate. The Reference Manual, 
however, in at least page 7, bullet <F13> Gift Certificate, letter b discloses, "If the gift 
certificate is for less than the "Payment Amount" due on the current POS transaction, the 
remaining "Payment Amount" will be shown...". It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift certificate 
system with the reference manual's payment amount determination step because it will 
minimize subtraction errors on behalf of the customer and help the transaction to be 
completed more efficiently. 
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21. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. 
(U.S. 6,330,544 B1) , (hereinafter Walker '544), in view of Walker et al.(U.S. 6.193,155 
B1) , (hereinafter Walker '155). 
Claim 13: 

Walker '544, as shown in the rejection, discloses the limitations of claim 10. 
Walker '544 does not disclose credit card is an account transaction card. Walker '155, 
however, in at least column 5, lines 10-12 discloses, "a stored value card, or a magnetic 
stripe card having an alias account number stored thereon." It would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the credit card/gift 
certificate system with Walker '155's stored value or magnetic stripe card because it 
makes it simpler to "verify the authenticity of such gift certificates (Walker '155, column 1, 
line 54)" and it provides the advantage of being hard to "fraudulently duplicate (Walker 
155, column 1, line 65). 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be 
directed to Stephanie M. Ziegle whose telephone number is 571.272.4417. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 6:30am-4:00pm. If attempts to 
reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, JAMES 
A. REAGAN can be reached at 571.272.6710. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair 
<http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to 571-273-8300. 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Stephanie M. Ziegle 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 4143 
06 November 2007 
/Stephanie Ziegle/ 

/JAMES A REAGAN/ Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4143 



